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Introductios = . e
This is the second in a series of two reports which constituted the -
evaluation of the District of Columbia Public School's Title III ESEA
program titled "Urban Environmental Education Project. " This réport is
the final report and focuses primarily, on the prodict obgactlves and the
accompllshmants of the "UEEP. .

2.

The information forqthls report was obtainged from:

©

.

. Interviews with. Mrs. Hackney, tha Pnpgect Director and her staff.

. Questionnaire and interviews with those zeceiving services of the UEEP.
. Student examinations and evaluations.

. Data available from UEEP. ' o
. 0On-site observations.

1

Ganeral Comments . ' N . .
Year One was a typieal first: year durlng which the function cf the UEEP

was evolving and. the role of staff members was being 'formulated. . The currlgulqm\
_development efforts were time consuming and there was no systematlc effort-to .
try out materials that were being developed. There were T elementary schpc}s
which served as Pilot Schools amd these received extra attention from the staff.
THe .Resource Center concept hegan to evolvé during the first yaar. By the ..
second year the major thrust of the program was to ,provide’ services to téachers
within the district with a tontinued concentration in T pilot elementary schﬁola.
Curriculum devalgpmant was continuing but was not an importani aspect of the"”
program.’ By the third year the UEEP had become a Resource Center with its full
effort, directed 4o providing sarg;ce§\§y district schocls and teachers.

Over the three-year parlcd the impact has been tremandcus. Apprcxlmataly
100,000 €hildren- hava taken an envirommental education field trip’ which ‘was
cccrdlnatad by the UEEP. The nghts%lp has been successful particularly at
the elementar$ level where, between 8,000 and 9,000 students have partic1patad
and another 500 to 600 sacondary students benefitted from that axparlanca.

The UEEP program has been very helpful in cbtalnlng the services of various
.governmental agencies in providing services.:to schools. within the district.
The Lightship owned by the National Park,SerJ;Ee was a good example. The ' .
school site development of Mr. Moody from the Department of Agriculture touched
~over 100 schools. The Darton Lab davelopad by the U, S. Geological Servics -
is the newest and while it -does not impact large numbers it looks like 'a very
worthwhile program. In addition the- UEEP has worked with mapy other aganc1es
to provide services to the schools. Dissemination of materials has been
rvoluminous. The "Enviroline" evolved during year two replacing a quarterly:

. titled “Ecolcglcal News and Suggestions! which was published during ,the first

year. It now is a fixture with 5,000 copies printed and’ issued monthly. i »
- ' N - 4 !

The ESEA Title III .validation team ccnflrmad the value of the project .
when it valldated the program this spring. The Progect Direc<or, Mrs. Hacknay,
and her staff are justified in belng prqud of thedk contrlbutlcn to the
District of Columbia schools.

-

“
‘

Resource Center - . ““
. . . »

By far fhe_singié most important ccmponeht of éhe Ufban EnvircnméntaI
Education Project ﬁgs the services it provided through its Resource’ Center
function. : B

‘
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. ' Objective 1: Prcject staff will work with teachers as consultﬂnts

\ . for. development of programs and materials, e

. \ Criterion will be log of such consultation and rating
: of at lsast 3 on a 5-point scals-by B0 percent of %

! teachers as to quality of service.

- - . “

Dbjactive 2: Project staff will arrange for school site development.
Criterion will be ‘avidence that schools have received
this service and will rate quality of service at.

/!
- least 3 on a 5-point scale, ..
- ” -
o Objective 3: ,The Progact Staff will act as claarlnghcuse for
. - materials, consultantd, and-services upon request

of teachers, students and administrators. Criterion

will be log of requests and determirfation as to how

request was handled and caxd. catalogs of resources,
. o both human and material, being kept. L%

In Maxch, 1975, the UEEP staff asked tea hers to reapond td a
questionnaize which was designed to rats the/quality of service provided
by the UEEP and to ‘ascertain what degres of pcaitivgwbehav1oral change
had taken place as a tesult of UEEP. activ' ies, The questionnaire was

" divided into saveral parts and teachers re requeéted to complete only
those s&ctions cove;xng services or aﬁt'vities which they actually utilized.

Table‘I lndlcatas that 156 out of 165 taacherq completlng the ratlngs
of UEEP on° general services rated these services as- good or very good. The
- . ‘mean rating was 4.37 on a 5-point sgale, which was ccns;darably above ‘the
criterion of 3.0. .

o,

TABLE I T L i

TEACHERS' RATINGS OF UEEP SFRVICES

LU
- N = 165

v

. Very ) .. Méan ’
Area of Seruica Good __Good ﬁatinq“
A»Ganagal Services 70 86 9 g 0 ‘ 4;37 S
¢ - - ” .
> ‘Envirénmental Trips 52:'”‘ .23 © 4 0 0 4,61
_Workshopsrandnfafulty 7 14 .5 '0 ‘ a, w'4.08
Presentations A~ . .
School Yard Improveme t 3 - 18 I 0 -0 ‘4.58

Projects .
o

E

DI

For those\ teachers taking advantagé of UEEP services in coordinating
' environmental gdu ation trips. 75 of 79 rated this area nf service as good
or very good. The workshops and facult& prasantatlcns were rated as good

.pr very““ﬁod by l out of 26, who attended these sessiond., Finally, services -

o

_‘2_. ' ‘ L 2




» . - . . . : '\
provided in School Yard Improvement, which is another tﬁtlé~fcx school -
‘site development, were rated as goad or very good by 54 out of 5T teachers.
The serwices in no case were rated lower than 3 or fair. The mean ratings - ..
fdr the services ranged from 4.88 fpr workshops and faculty presentations
to 4.6l for environmental trips. Ik‘éach the criterion of a mean rating df
3 or bettsr on a S5-point scale has beern greatly exceeded. . '\E i

-

Objective 3 Indicated a log-of requests’ and the-datermination of actior
on each request would be maintained. The logs were observed by ERANDA staffi.
members and fdund to be in order. Data on some of ‘the requests are :efeired\;

to. under Objective 5. ; _ R

» )y o

In an attempt to obtain some feel for the impact of the program's
‘sarvices on the children, teachers wers asked to indicate the percentage
of children ‘in theif classes who experieficed positive behavioral changes.
In an attempt to,obtain teacher-perceptions of the impacteof- the program's
services on students in their classes, 20 teechers who attended an .
environmental education workshop conducted by the UEER were asked to indicate

. _the percentage of children in their classes whcfexpe;iencaﬂ positive \ -

“behavioral changes. .Seventeen of the 20 teachers responded to the quastionnaire. +
Table II indicates that+5 of the teachers indicated that 100 parcent ‘theixn
students showed an increase in environmental awareness after they partigipafad
in the facylty workshops, while- B' others jndicated that 75 percent of their o
students showed improyement in this area &nd 4 more indicated about half had . -
shown improvement in envirornmental awareness. Four teachers indicgted 100 -
percent showed improVamaﬁt“in their concern for the environment, while 8
said 75 percent hatl showﬂffﬁisuimprmvad concern and 3 more said half had
shown improvement.’ i \ - ' ' ‘
R

[

o

&
]

: &
{ I 0. ’ . .
i ' ) L
1 S O S . e e \

T TABLE * II . o T TR 7% o 7: T " .

PERCENTAGE OF POSITIVE BEHAVIORAL CHANGES IN ELEMENTARY
STUDENTS AS A RESULT OF TEACHER PARTI}JPATIUN IN FACULTY WORKSHOPS

. “
kS L N = 1T*
% : . . B
’ Namber of Teachers Reporting Percentage of Students
‘ _r Demonstrating Behavior A . -
Behavior . . 100% 5% -50% 25% 0%
Environmental Awaraﬁéés .5 8 R -0 Uf : &\\
-7 . PR . a~ ' '
Environmental ‘Concern . ' 4 8. o3 0 0 .
Environmental KnOWIﬁdga 4’ ¢ 10 ) 1] 0. » .0
. . ,,”..“_:-lv .
** ¢ Academic Intersst shd/or 5 T .3 "0 . 0
Achievement ~ ~.7°" o o s

%Eab N : o : fg&\“
*Variance bF$Wean N retutning questionnaire and N per item is due fo ' -~
non—raggpns?.by some who, returned the instrument.




When asked what pgzcentage of ‘their students - showed improvement in
environmental knowledge, 4 teachers ‘said 100 percerit had improved while

percent of the students. had shown such improvement. -w'

Five teac indicated that 100 percent of %hair students had shown

improyemient in academic ‘interest and/cr'aghiévament, 7 said 75 percent
of their students had shown improvement and 3 indicatad about half\ﬁ%d

shown improvement. The criterion for geach of the first three objectives
was met, o - : . N

@ ~ | — .

The Project Staff will provide in-service training

to- teachers on environmental education. Criterion

"will be rating of at least 3 on & 3-point scale by

cent of teacHE;é‘undergoing-inQServica training .

-as to quality. -~ ° ;
P . -

A staff development worksh was conducted for 20 elementary school .
teachers who attended vuluhtarilS\gn their own time. Upon completion of the
workshop UEEP staff ‘administered ar gvaluation form which they had, developed.
Taachers were askad to state their ohjective in attending and 9 ig§§catad
their objective was to develop teaching methods for anVi;dnmental education.
Five more ingicated they wanted to find out how environmental education )
correlates with other-subjects, 4 indicatedthey wanted to learn more about -
environmental educdtion'and 3 said they wanted to find ways to help studenis
better understand the environment, When asked whether or not their objective
was met, all 20 indicated Myes." Table 111 shows that 5 indicated they knew
nothing about the le&arning material before -the workshop, 14 knew some and 1
knew all ‘sbout it prior to the workshop. Sixteen indicated thare was ’
perfect balancé ih difficulty while 4 said it waes quite easy.- When asked °
to';afe\how ¢lear the procedures were 13 said they could follow the

~. .

directions very eesily and T said directions were clear anough. When asked
to rate how clear the workshop's purposes were when finished, 10 said they.
were perfectly clear and 9 said they were clear enough. They were then asked
to rate how well the workshop achieved its purpose and B said perfectly A
while the other 12 said well engugh. The last question asked for suggestions
for improvément and two indicated there should be a follow-up visit, two said -~
there should have been more time, one said it should be cofducted with gtudents
and anpther said the curriculum should be given to teachers.

. 4 . * % -

°°

No atfempt was made to ascertain the quality of the workshop, however,
from item six quality could be inferred. All 20 teachers rated the achievement
- of the w rkshop purpose as' 3 or better on a 4-point scale, thus greatly

- exceeding the criterion. b . ’ ' - e




1.

2.

V\3-

4.

- ————-

: Y TABLE 1II

oo ‘ ,
TEACHER EVALUATION OF ENVIRUNMENTAL'EDUCATIDN WORKSHOP
\ . \ .

\

Were your objectives met? \ Yes_20 No__ 0
Mark ap X to show how much\cf the laarning matarial you alraady knew
before doing this activityw r
I ‘knew ‘ T knew some I Knew all
5 ncthing sl4 f what it taught _1 that it taught

Mark an X to show how you whuld rata its dlfflculty.

Tob easy to : Quzta " Perfect balancq h Quite :
0 be useful © « _ 4 easy ~_16 din difficulkty ~ __0 difficult

. { .
__ 0 to be’ usaful

N

Too difficult o - g . -

Le e ‘
‘Mark an X to show how clear the procsdures were. - '

I could not ~°  Directions . .« .
- figure out what were haxd I had minor
0 t% do at all L 20 _to understand . 0 difficulties
- ' v o i )
Directions were I cculd follow /
7 _clesr enough - _13 directions very aasily
Mark an X to show how clear the wqushcp!s purposag were when you
finished - ' . e
: 8
+1 B8till have ' I was a T i ¢ 7 - ‘
idea of little o Clear - Perfectly
0 iY{s purpose 0 uncerfain 9  enough - 18.clear ‘
Mark X to show how well you think the workshop achieved its purpose.

t

It doesn't & It achieves . ) wall , .
ven begin. - __0 -a little 12 enough . % Pexfectly®

1

1




" the workshop achieved Ats purpose, 11 said perfectly and the othe

"*As an'additional—gérvice this year fha\gEEP and ¢Lsd a Pre-Service !
Erivironmental Education Workshof for 15 undergradugieStudents at Catholic
University. Utilizihg the same workshop #ducatidnal form, 1l said their
objective,was met in‘attending the orkshop while 4 did not respend to ‘She
item (see Table IV). When asked how much of the learning material you
alréady knew before the workshop, 2 said they knew nothing ands 13 said

ght. Tn rating the difficulty, 14 said

d one did not respond. Directions were fard
tdgqnderstand for 1 student, 1 had minor difficulties, 4 said they were
clear enough and the remajhing 9 indicated they could follaw the directions
very -easily. Ten irdicayed the workslop'g purpose was perfectly ¢lear and
5 gaid that it was clea¥ enough. When asKed.to rate the extent to which

they_knew some of what was t
it was perfect in balance a

‘wel) enough. The wor shop.seemed to be qqite a success . in the eyes of |
thé~student participants. The results of these evaluations, cited {in Tables

I, II and IZI indicate that tge criterion for Objective 4.has heen|exceeded.

- w : . . —
. « - N B . e .

; . : TABLE IV -7 ‘
‘. PRE-SERVICE TEACHER EVALUATIONS OF ENVIRONMENTAL WORKSHOP
: : . N = 15% . o '

! “ [ . :
T 3y it . - :
1. Ware y@q? objectives met? ' =, Yes 1l No__0O

2., Maik_aﬁ”‘ﬁﬁg shaw how.much 'of the learning material you already Khew t
" before dafﬁg'the_ad¥i%3ty. ' )

4 said’. -

2 . .a .,*‘ ’ —~ .. . ' . A
T knew ~ I knew some o I .knew all "\.°’
-2 _nothing \ 13 " of what it taught , __0 that it taught
. S ———— | ;‘\ . - » > . . m—_‘ = . ' . . N
3. Mark am X to show how you would rate its.difficulty. . T
. o \ . . ¥
. . ) i . ¢ -~ *
! Too easy to Quite - “Perfect balapce o QuisL .
- 0_be useful * 0 easy 14 _in difficulty _0 . difficult
o . . . . . . .-
Too diffigult’ e ~t e , .
0 _to be useful ‘ T . -
. e "{
4. Mark an_f’to éhow how clear the procedures were. ' e
. - I could not -~ Directions™— ‘ ' 7 7 .-
figure out what , were hard o I’had minoxr =~ -
o 0+t do at all - _1_ to understand 1 ' difficulties - " .
h < = ST : . . I ' . bE
o Qirectiqns weze . - I~could follow . ‘
4 ¥lear enough ‘9 directions very easily .
, . . (_‘/;‘/ " 3 ) . ) T ‘ . . ‘
N T " - - .
5. Mark an X to show how clear the WQrkshopﬂs_purRoses\ware whentyou
finished. e T ,1 AP A
? : . : L ,..\;_—7 o . R -
I sti11~hav%:.;;. I was a ‘“4£PT . ‘
no idea of _ Clittle - +  Clear - Perfectly
‘0' its; purpose . 0 uncertain - 5 mppugh " 10 clear
-
. : ' - @ . .
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6. Mark an k’;p“éﬁewnhcw well you think the wofkshop achieved its purpose.
.t Lo ) ‘ R e, . [

‘1t achieves ' Well - ,
0 .a little 4 _enough 11 Perfectly

& T T

_ *Variance between N returning questionnaire and N.per item is due 5
to non-response by some who returned the instrument. . ’
. . . .

» ~ ’ T L
. . *
. - LY ) ) . 3

I3

;“JQObjective‘S: The Project Staff*will call-upcn cthers to lénd ‘
" " Vassistance in the foam of consultation, materials or '

' uAg/o - o "advice for environméntal education projects.
| : ‘Criterion will be existence of list of those who
'\- . '~ have contributed. o .

- In perfcrmlng its functlon as a Resource Center, the UEEP prcv1ded many
serv1ces. Records of requests were maintained and the extent to which- they
were fulfilled was noted. The fcllow1ng is a description cf those act1v1tles '
dur1nq~1974 -75. '

Sample Teacher Resource Kits. The UEEP staff developed.a sample
resource kit whéch in#tuded many and varied items dealing with environmental
. education. - The packet included materials made available by commercial
firms such as Mschnald's, General Motors, Mobil 0il, Pepco, Allied Radio
" Shack, non-profit agencies such as the Thomas Alva Edlscn Foundation and
" various governmental agencies. Ipcluded also were brcchures, stlckers,
Johnny Horizon Environmental Education materials and Pitch-In bags, buttons
and books., Materials dealt with topics such as soil conservation, population
control, survey resykts, air pcllutlon, water pollution, energy probiems

and;wildlife conse tion. .
. P

The UEEP staff had processed 564 requests from teachers for packets.
ThlS was up from the 107 requests processed in 1973-T74.

. Materlals and Equipment. The UEEP staff has garden tocle, photcgraphlcf
equipment, projettors, soil test kits, water test kits, laboratory equip=-.
ment, reccrds, films, games and other such materials which are made available
/upon request. During the year requeste were made and filled for 51 schools.
whlch was up from the 23 requests fllled dunlng %he 1973 74 school year.

> ' ,o®
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Consultants &nd Speakers. - SBerCeS of various 1nd1y1duals fru@ the

‘federal government, UEEP aff and members of the community are made*
‘available to the schools, During. the year, 15 ronsultan\seprUV1ded their ,
-services, which was down from the 25, for 1973-74.: However, Mr. Moody's, * ..
.serv1cé//cn school 'site analysis and development wert up to 65 sphocks .

this year, up'frcm the 37 schocle last year. Only 8 speakers were .
" -provigded thle~year as opposed to. 39 speakers last year. - ‘ *

Env1r011ne. Tbe UEEP publishes a ne sletter called "Env1n011ne "
which is, published monthly. - The publication’ ccntalns news, 1ﬁfcrmat10n, v
agt1v1t1es and ‘suggestians and is ofiten accompanied by env1rcnmental s .
.education resources. This year thexe’ were 5,000, copies 1ssued each month "“1’
. for the first eight months. Addltlenal requests for ceples WETg received -

. from 48 schools during the year and 1,504 additional copies e dlstrmbuteé
bringing the total to 41,504, The flrat publicatian - was issued in October, 1973
and- a- seccnd~was publlshed in January,-1974. The two issues of 5,008 each and
additional requeetggfrcm 20 schools - total;ng 450 brought 1ast year S tctal ko

10,450, - 3 T . L

' T ’ \ v BN -l

o During "the year there were 28,DDG”r€§EUrEes sent to schocls dieng .
N with the "Edviroline™ compared to 3,000 resources: forqirded last yeas.”
’ - ! N “d

In-Service Workshops anf Facultv Presentations. During the year
wor hcps and" presentatlcns are given to faculty upon request. There:
were 19 workshcps and 3 facylty presentations during the year, compared

" to 18 workshcps and 10 faculty -presentations lm 1973-74 A . )
L T St
_ Field Trlgs. The UEEP s ff acts as the. ‘dordinator for. field trips }
' for District of Columbia echools Trips are arranged for the Freéderick® :

Douglas Home, Rock Creek Nature .C nter, - t‘Vard\mental Pr;’ectlon Agency,
Oxon Hill Farm, Fort DuPaont, Aquatdd Gardemge and Envirov&n (a mobile lab
which 19 housed pefmanently in Fort Slccum Park and studer*s gc,toerhe van)
» A. total cf 26 445 students had part:.cnpgg._ed in field tr:.ps to &Ytes .

ccmpared to 40,760 last .year. The main redson for‘the Qrcp s a cut’ ~"
. back in transpcrtatlon by the District this year.

*

o

- - e
-4

. Mlscellanecusp Maﬁ§ requests for materlals ‘are handleo over the

‘telbphone. This year. thers weres typically about six phone calls per. dgy,
whlch\za§ ‘up over #he typical daily .rate of four from last ygar. he <.
staff‘continued jto’ disseminate materials which had previfiusly\ been -
developed, Issues of the publication titled YEcological News -and '
Suggestions” last‘'year centered on a ﬁ%rtiéular,themew There were’ three
such issues--one titled Reading and the Environment, a second titled Energy
and the Environment and a third on Mapping and the Environment. The Mapping
and the Environment publication was 32Vfaed One thousand issues of .the e
Reading and Mapping issuks wegre dlstrlbuted thls year and 700 cnples of

V2




tha\engrgy‘iasua were dis@ribdted. Andthar\pub&icatinn on Arbex Day .
. developed last year was reissued elso. Thexs were. 2,000 copiss df this " ,
_publication which wers sent®to teachers in the district: On Arbor Day o

the gtaff distributed treeatand oth teaching materials to district ie e
schools. . - : N 2///,T - ) - 7 ‘ﬂ

P
The UEEP mékaafccﬁféct with various -agencies to obtain variqus’ A
resources. ;Fhe following resource agengiss provided ssistance this year:'

.
-~

Soil Conservation Service .
Johnny Horizon ' L '
Pepco . o .

. _ Environmental Protection Agency &
Forest Institute . B
National Wildlife Federation \ S
M, §. Civil Defense® e e .
‘Agricultural Research Sﬁ?ticn
b7 C. Lung Asspciation -
Federal Energy”Adminigtration

§ ‘
“\ .

-

5 s ~ ™ . Thomas Alva Edison Foundation o , ST

* o . . 1

K;\ "3 . Papulation Reference Bureau
' R . LT
. Staff mqmbers,pértf%ipate in various types of community programs.
" During the -past year, staffyhave been involved in a senzor citizens work-
shop,” Go Trash campaigny D. €. Lung, PB.T.A., Garden Clubs and Board of
.Education meetings. T . ‘ s
-Upon request the UEEP reviews and evaluates programs of other o,
agencies as a service. They review brochures, ljterature, movies, slides,
lﬂSSUns,_éctivities,;pohCBpts,_tbxts—and‘fu;l programs. . o
3 ’ R ) ’ 4 [
The «ccitarion fcr-obiectiva five waé‘met;"Evidaﬁcafhere also supporis _
tobdgct@vggthree.. _ - . . o o ~ ‘_f
a&;@k SR e - T
. w @ bg’éctive 6:’ Project Staff will“assist in. arranging cut-c\fli:lassrbcm o
s “learning- experiences for students. Criterion will be
. .. log -of trips arranged by. staff and an average rating
: };S of 3.5 oxr better on a 5-point scale as to value of trips

3

SN

-
+

4

4

~ Table I indiﬁatsd-that 75 of the 79 teachers who rated, the UEEP's * o
coordination of. environmental educaticﬁ,tripq gaid it was good or very ‘
good. -To obtain supporting evidence and to confirm previous findings, a
short-questionnaire was mailed to a sample of 20 teachers randomly pickad
from those who had taken. trips- during the second semester. Only 11 were -
returned. Table V shows that all €eachers;indicated that the agency was 2.

_prepared to receive their group. Ten.of the 11 said that the activities af
‘the field trip site were suitable to the grade lewel and 'eduycational level
of.the students. All 1l Said that theactivity reinforced or enriched classroom
activities very much. Nine of 11 said the activity met some of their objectives
. [N s s

h . - . )
. ‘ » L .
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" for participating whlla the other 2 Said that it met some of their obJaotlvas. .
_All-1l said they valuéd the program highly-as a learning experience for their
students’ and.-all sald they thought their students enJoyed all the activities ’M,

- greatly exceeded.

2 To what extent were activitiss sultable to grade level and educational

TABLE V

TEACHERS' .EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION FIELD TRIPS

' . N = 11

2>

e

1. Was fha agency prepared to raoaiva‘your‘group? Yes ll No__ 0

! ..(,v

" level of atudents?

(I

4 7
Ll

. . Moderately S Very -
*  Unsuitable 0 . syitable _ 1 h aultabla o0~ &

3. To,whdt extant did tha aot1v1ty ralnforoa or enrich olassroom aot1V1tlas?’

<

.
«

A )

Not at all 0 B Modarataly 0 o Vary-mUCh ll.

4. To whatpaxteﬁt did activity maat yoor abjectives forrparticipating?

v Met none_0 : ~ Met some 2 - Mat most 9
51£’liow do: you - valua this program as a learnlng exparlanoa for your ‘students? _ Jf
Q\X) 4 . *
Not at all__ 0 g . Modarataly 0 - Highly 11 - ll

6. How Well do you think the studants enJoyéd ‘the’ program?

% . <t . N
: ) - .

Enjoyed: : ) EnJoyad IR

Not at all 0O - 0 | .' some activitr:s DQ va%l aqt1v1tias ll[ o
7. Would.you like to participate next yaar?‘ Yes=1l _ No 0’\\‘f ’

- —
M : - Y

¢ o S .

o

associated with the” program. Finally, all said they would like to’ participate ¢
again next year. It is qulta clear that tha crltarlon for obJeotlva six was:

o

.o ) . v . . . . »w, : 'v;v‘,‘_"
. Objective T: \ Information on environmental education will be o .
w disseminated on a regular ‘basis -through publication
of the UEEP staff. Criterion will ‘be existEnce of such

. ;.: & . publications and an average .rating of 3.5 or better en
. . ... - a5-point scale .as to the value dnd utzllhy of the e
?\\ T 1nformat1on. ’

. . . - .
- -, . Lo . - .
b . - . . N

A questionnaire was given to Elemantary Sblanoa Wsachers as a o ;
raprassntatlva group to' determine ‘the extent to which dlssamlnatlon y R

'
»



"J activitiss were being carrlad aut by ihe UEEP staff. Thirty-three teachers .
" comprised.the sampla. Twanty-elght of the 33 said they had received the
Y "Envzrollna" whlch s published mcnthly by. the UEEP (sca Table VI)

e

> . | -

qf”  TABLE v1 .
. ELEMENTARY SCIENCE TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE RESPUNSES '\l . i o
! : . - N = 33% Voo —
i. Ha&é you been receiving tha mcnthly issue of the YaévZB No_5
: UEEP M"Erviroline"? \ . _ o . ,
: : . : N . _ ~
2. Apprcxlmataly how /many have you received? .
ALl 2 2.5 3_4 a_2 5.2 65 )
' ) - ¥ v ’ S
3. How helpful ha.g‘ﬁ\ :
Excellent 14° Poor__0 \\K
4. What cthar sarv;ces have you or .your schocl racalvad7 o

!/ . *
The questionnaire was deSIQHBd for use “at the. end of the year, but /
was utilized earlier for data for the walidation.  There had been only 6
issues, therefore,- the "all" and ngn response on item 2 were the same.  0Only
7 .received all of the issues; indicating that the present method of :

distribution does not give teachers access to all issues.

. The teachers were askad to rate the "EnVerllnB." Since only 28 had
.received it, only they could rate its halpfulnass. Fourteen said %t had
been "excellent" while 14 more said it had been "good." For additional
information they were asked to indicate other services which they*or their
school had received. Nlnatebn said they or someone in,their school had .
taken a trip thirough UEEP, 21 had received resource: packets, 2 had . . A
obtained equipment, 13 had received curriculum materials’ and 10 had received
information (usdally upon request). The cxltar10n~was a 3.5 on a S-point scale.
The scale &mployed in rating the "Enviroline" was a 4-point scale, thara.cra,
the squ1valent ritarion would be 2.8 on a 4-p01nt scale. The crltarlon was N
grsatly excedded on this obJactlve. - 2

e . . _ N
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Darton Géb—Sciance Prdgram A Lo - SR

The Darton Flald Lab, a new Earth Sc;enca prcgram, davelcdad this year
‘by the H S, GPclcglcal Service was another’ prcgram which the UEEP assisted L
S 15T S

» R . - ) * o Y
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through its coordination efforts. The purpose of this new program was to
provide experiences for mirority students in Earth Science ip order to ,
enable_ them to explcre this area as .a pctentxal career.

The program is located in the northeast corner of the National Zoological
Park, The program is in operation from 10 to 2 on Monday,’ Wednesday and Friday.
The UEEP obtained teachers who were 1ntsrested in-having their students
partlompate in the Durton Field ‘Lab experlﬁnce which consisted of collectlng
“basic data'on air, water and soil, lnterpetlng and graphlng of past stream -
flow data from a gauging station, establishing a weather station and map
‘construction. Additional activities available to students were the ° P

. investigation of creek sedlment&_flccd plédin development and utilization,

preparation of data tables, preparation of a teacher-student manual, » . .

pteparation of a major report of all investigations and the correlation cf the

river and its container. - S .;H;' 5 O

s Nine teachers part1c1pated in the program. The UEEP provided ‘

" a substitute forsdne day for each’ of the nine teachers so that they could
attend an orientation session in whichs {hey“were shown what the studgrts s
would be doing and actually participated themselves in the actlvltles.

. Teachers were encasraged to continue to have students conduct some’

; 4
‘expeximents both at hofne and at "school. - ‘ ’

- . »

o

A total.of 77 students brlglnally lndlcated through the nine '
cccperatlng teachers that they would attend the Darton. FlBld L-ab. However,
23 never attended, leaving 54 who did part1c1pate. The hlghest number of
days which a student could-attend was six days. There were six students
who attended all six SBSSthS, five others attended five of the six, elght
attended four sessions, twelve attended three, seventeen were present two
‘days .and six mpre- on one day. The ‘averade’ attendande rate fcr the 54
students was 3.1 or little over half the sessions. a\Attendance, however,
was@affected by transpcrtatlcn prcblems sjnce the student had to get to

the LAB on h:.s own. s e -@ n».. ?,M.

¥

One school was brcught in after khe project began as & replacement‘ >
and had only four” sessions available, which affected the attendance rate
slightly. Their performance, however, was better than the average of- the « -

total grcup. o . “ S -

0f the 54 who attended sessions, 32 received- certlflcates for their ~
wcrk. Twenty-eight completed individual projects. The' fact that the program
was purely voluntary and transportation to and from was entirely the
student's responsibility,- the number receiving certificates and completing

-3§brcjects was very good and.1s a good indicator of the success of the program.

4 b . .
An effort was made to obtain some feel for the impact of. the Darton Field
Lab experience through student - reactlsn. A reaction form was developed and g
disseminated to the nine cooperatlng teachers. The form was mailed the. figst
week in June. High schoql and junior high students were in the midst of e:§h§§
and were attendipg school only to take examinations and then they were free
to go home. Only one tdacher had his’ students domplete. the form and there >
were only four students wha participated. The students rated the prcgram
_highly, but the sample was too small to be included here in the evaluation.
.-An attempt was made to obtain evaluative data from Darton Lab personnel, but
» it was not forwarded: ' - 16 "

] / ) .~
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Mini-Grant Prcqnam ' " /ﬂ

03

LS

" The mini-grant program was lnltlatad in 1973-74 as an attemg% to prcvzda
teachers and their studqnts with the opportunity to obtain a small amount
of*money (up to $200) to comduct a program in environmental education.

_ These were to be actien crlantad and were designed to gat the students
involved in a pchact

\ . « ¥ S . ! Al
Guidelines for the mini—grént'wera quite specific and well thought out.
They required a minimum amcunt of interpretation. - On November 14, 1974, the
.guidelines and annoUncamenhe were mailed to each school in the’ schcol dlstrlct.
Princ1pals were asked t@ bring the amnouncement to the attention of teachers,
science cluq§,ug;clogysclubs and student councils. A deadline of December 6,
1974,¢was €eotablished. Few applications were received and subsequent
anes igation revealed that in many schools taachers were unaware of the faet.
" that glidelines had been issued. Oh December 6, a second malllng occurred
with a aadllna date ,of Dacembar 19 established.

Staff provided aasxstance by telephone to mcst of the 37 whc submlttad
proposals. These were reviewed during the early part of January. On
Japuary 21, 1975, nctlflcatlcns were mailed to 33 recipients asking acceptance
rapllas 'to be forwarded by January 27. All 33 accepted. The four which were
rejected were notified along with the reéson for rejection.. One was
rejected betause it did not deal wuth environmental education and three others:
were rejected because the same initiator submitted more than one prcposal
and tha UEEP funded only one. : W W
Projects began on February~3, 1975, .
. . \ ' o . J
Objective 1: To give students afid tgachers an opportunity to
: initiate and carry outf{a project to study or solve
. an environmerital problem of their choosing.
‘ - Criterion will be existence of mini-grant proposals.

£
-

. - -

‘Mini~grant prcposals did exlst and as confirmed in the Interim Report '
33 awards were made. The crltarlcn wes mat.

1

b 3

F a

g Ghjactiva.Z: At least 80 percant of the mini-grant pchects w1ll
: accomplish 70 percent of* their objectives as .
determined by Project Staff and ERANDA staff. Crlterlcn

s  will be evidence, usually in the form of & product, -
P which can be observed by staff and evaluators. .
T4 T
) N ' “\\ .
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A Report Form for the Mini-Grant Activities was mailed fc:all project
coordinators asking them to complete the form and forward it to UEEP -
headquarters as soon as possible. ,Nineteen of the 33 .returned the form
by June 25, 1975, which had been established as the cut-off date. Table VII
dndicates that 17 of the 19 teachers indicated that their students were
}vary enthusiastic in carrying out their minifgrant program.

« 4

TABLE VII -
" . . . ’ - . \ haad - .
MINI-GRANT COORDINATORS! RESPONSES TO REPORT FORM S
. N ="19*
. Degree of efithusiasm shown by students N ,
IR : ' Neither enthusiastic ,. -
Very enthusiastic_l7 Eﬁthusiastic 2 ndr.nonenthusiag¢ic'dg .
Unenthuéiastic o Very unenthusiastic_ 0 "

. As a result of fhése mini~grant_activitias, what qucéntaga of your
. »students exhibited-- - . ' ~ :

100 75 50 25 0O

.1, An increase in awareness of ; g 10 /
" environmental issues, (energy -, v
crisis, litter problems, pollution, '
recycling or soil conservation, -
individual respoansibilities in

: environmehtal issues)? © : Y e s

\ ) o - Co - ¥ - ¥

N . . : - S _ , R
2. An increase in concern about the T 11 ’ Y

environment?
! . N !

3. An increase in knowledge about 9 T 1 I L

" environmental issues? = ) el o

' ., M " . - .
4. An increase in interest, or an ... 4 13 . - ﬁ/j

»imprcvamen% in their classwork..
(such as reading, mathematics,
scienge, art, or social studies)? .

#\/ariance between ratufning‘qugstipnnaira and N per item is due-to
non-response by some who returned the instrument. e S
. ' LS

B "
- - -
-

4 -

How would you rate ;he amount cf_kncwladge;yéur students gafheq from tﬁg‘project?

A}

“Quita a lggﬁ 16 ﬂScma 3 . .fA little 0 None_ O

“How would ‘you rate the overall quality of ybur project? R
- I\ ' . . . e : o L
Veryfgccd 13 Good - 6 - Fair__ 0 - Poor__ O Very poor_ Q - .

ks
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’.Mp Elght teachers sa1d that 100 percent of the1r students exhibited an- s
increase in-awareness of environmental lsspes while.l0 more said that 75 L
_percent of their students had shown such an increaséd awareness. When ‘ o'
asked the percentage of students showing 1ncreased environmental ccnce:n,
7 said 100 percent showed an 1nc59ase while 11 gaid 75 percent showed
increased concern. Nine of the teachers said 100 percent of their students
showed an increase in knowledgé about'emvirXonmental issues, while T said s
75 percent showed an increase lnknowledge, while 1 said cnly half had . B
. shown an increase in knowledge. Four stated that 100 percent showed an o
-increase in interest, or an improvenent in their classwUrk while 13 said ’
75 percent showed this increase. ° .

Sixteen of 19 said their students gained quite a’lpt from'the project
while the remaining 3 said their students gained some. When asked to rate
the project overall, 13 rated it as very good. and the remaining six rated
their ‘project as good.

E
P &

Mini-grant coordinators also were asked to provide some products as a part
of their report indicating the kinds of things the students did. Some reports 4
ccnslsted of pictures and slides. Some had: student reportts. QOthers had «
cpllages done by students andygt;;ircthers had ‘displays which s'tudents had
develcpedﬁ& Unly six mini-grant dinators had forwarded oducts in time
for'jnclusion in this report. Past experience indicates, however, that
these are forwarded during the summer after school is cut and the teacher
has had time to get th1ngs "srganized.

(W]

Lightship Field Trip

- s A}

- The Lightship is owned by the, National Park Service which makes 1t '
) avallable for student use. The UEEP staff cooperating with the National
Park Serv1ce arranged for elementary and- secondary classes to attend the
Lightship. .During the first semester 38 elementary ¢lasses totalling 1,140
children and 36 secondary classes (180 students)’ gttended the Lfbhtshlpé R A
The second semester figures were 43 alementary -c; asses and 34 secondary S
classes with 1,260 and 480 students respectively %/»

. . . . . .
t * .
3 o ~ . . . -

Objective 1: Students w1ll show signlflcant improvement in - .7
v enviraonmental knowledge and awareness after §isiting '
o ~ the Lightship. ~Criterion will be slgnlfleant .
¢ improvement from pre to post by pafticipating students. B

T

‘ A short l4-item test of knowledge was developed by UEEP staff fcr use WIth
the Lightship Field Trip exparlence.r The instrument w administered. pre and ;:fl
pcst to six classes in April to determine the impact of the Lightship program
on the. “3tudents. Table VIII shows.-that there was a significant increase 1n
scores from pre to post for the 111 students who were tested. .

. The pre~mean was 7.44 and the pest-mean.was 8.85 for a gain of 1.41
which was statistigally significant beyond the .00l level of ,probability.
Whether ;b®ipot the gain is'of practical significance is a matter for

fccnjectéxﬁ. The test did show that students were showing significant
improvement from pre to posttesting thus meetlng the criterige for the
chectlve." -y ' :

TEEEER 19
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Group k X N : Pra—Mean, Post<Mean . t Probabllltv
Elementary 111 [ 7.44 B8.85 1.41  T7.79 . .00l
students . ' ] , o

]
Objective 2: -Students will evaluate Li

htship Field Trip in o
. p051t1ve way Criterion .

ill be an average rating

A\

school rlasses who had attended the LightsHip durlng the second semester
were sent questionnaires to ascertain thei raactlans and e valuations of
the Lightship Field Trip-experience.  The pnly responde care from the

five elementary schools wha all returned their completed questionnaires.,
The total sample of elementary students ccﬁpletlng the questipnnaire was 88.
Table IX shows that 76 of the 88 students/ indicated that they were preﬁared
for what was to occur when they went to the nghtshlp Tha "na" respcnses

. ) TABLE "IX ,

-

RESPUNSES TG STUDENT QUESTIONNAIRE ON LIGHTSHIP FIELD TRIP
« . } N = 88% . .

i Did someone tell}ycu what N;s going to happén when you went td;the Ligthship? .
\ : . : . ’ .

\ | ) . . TYB'S" ‘1_6 | No .12 ‘ . V . : v

" Did anyone explain why you weré;taking the trip?

. . . »

3 Yes [5 3 No 13 7 o e,

- ’

. When you went to. the ngthshlp, dlgwycu do the thlngs you were tch you
were going to do? | : p

. Yes_B81 81 % Nao I
How did you enjoy the trlp? ) ’ e

Very much 15 A llttle 1. ~ Not at all.4. . No réspuﬁse 1
. ‘When you raturned to the classrcom~aftef the trlp, did you talk about what
" you- had seen and done? - . _ .

' ' N Yes_56 - " No 31 _ 31 . N '

' *VarlanCE/between N returning questluhnalre and N per item is due: tor
cog non-response by some wha returned- the 1nstrument. £ S *o-
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were scattered among all five of %he schools and no real pattern developed,

therefdre, it probably was a matter of sgudents forge¢ting or perhaps they

were ‘absent when the trip was discussed. On the second question- asking
hether anyone had explained why they were taking the trip, 75 of 88 said
"yes." The 13 who said "no" were not necessarily the same children who

said "no" to the previaqus question. Some who said they didn't know what ;

was going to happen said someone did explain why they were making the trip.
All but 7 said that when they went on the trip they did.the things they had
been told ‘they were going to do. When the child was asked to ‘indicate

how he enjoyed the trip, 75 said thay‘énjcyed it "very much," 7 said .

"a little" and only 4 said "not at all." One student did not respond to

-the question. Thirty-one students said they had not discussed what they had
seen and done when they returned. ‘Many of these students _may have been in
the class of the one teacher who indicated that she did not conduct a followup
with heér students after the trip (see Table XI). .- ' ' ’

asked the students to state some of the main ideas that they learned from

the trip.’ The largest single response’ dealt with learning abcgt water

(water sampling primarily). From Table X it can be seen also that operation
of the boat as well as safety was also uppermost in the minds of the students.

. . ' . , - N e
The\lastEitem of the queétionnaire was an open-ended question which

.

%

" S ~ TABLE X

QUESTION ON MAIN IDEAS LEARNED - ,
References to working with water (water sampling, étct) N
How the boat works i : .
The crew has to be good = .-

Don't talk when the captain talks

Safety ; .

Learned what the Lightship was

Learned about fish and animals

Learned about ecology (pollution):

Plankton ot :

'How to use “the compass

Bacteria

‘Learned about maps

~ Learned nothing _

How dirty the Chesapeake is

* ELEMENTARY LIGHTSHIP STUDENT RESPUNSES'TGAGPEN-aﬁDED -
\\ .

NN
N O

L ~
HFONNNWDS D@

.
.. « . ’

. (o . , .
This 4is. emphasized by the crew and is a necessary part of the experience,
but as in past years, the students seem imp:assad'by safety. Student
responses #his year more adequately reﬂlect'tha-educéticnal purpose of the
Ligthship/experience. Students this. year mentioned ecolbgy,’pcllutioﬁ,
bacteria, plankton, fish and water. ' ’ o < :
- . ; : , o - .
At the same time a teacher questionnaire wag also mailed with the
student questionnaire.dylnAtwc.elementarys chq?ls,'they were completed E§,

. A
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twp teachees. Parhaps one Was the classroom teaqher ‘and the dther.a science
-reSpurce tegacher, but since there was no way of tellanﬂ they are 1ncluded hare.

/

, Lightship parsonnal came to the schcql prior tb the trip to the L‘ghtshlp &
to provide orientation. The teachers indicated that th y felt thelr-students

were prepared for the Lighiship Fiéld Trip ccnflrmlng what. the students had '
said: (see Table XI) All the tBBCh%W; indicated that they>felt the.field trlp—E o
had met its’ aducatlenal chectlvas very adequately.’ All 7 rated the educational
value of the trip _as very good and all felt that the obJectlvas of the nght-

ship Field Trip flt into their curriculum "very ‘much." “Slx of the seven = "
-indicated they ccnducted a fcllowup. T a :

*

i ~ TABLE XI . L

i ot g * * . ) . ‘ e -

LIGHTSHIP TEACHER RESPONSES TO QUESTIONNAIRE-ON FIELD. TRIP B
‘ N =T 1 .y _— N .

. How well were your students prepared for thaiLigHtship Field Trip?

e

L * . ) ) ] \
Very well prepared_ .5 ' e s - ///

. Prepared__2 - I -
... Unpreppred’ 0 S ‘dﬁﬁ
g - \ Vary Unprepared 0. . -

) .i . ( : O

- To what extent did the fleld trlp meet its educatlcnal obJactlves7‘

o . e . o ©
- . \ ; . . " .
-

e a ' Very adequately [ :
N Adequately__ 0 = ' P A
Inadequately_0 _ - ~ ! i .

Very 1nadequataly 0

How would ycg/;aéé the educhtional valua cf the trlp for your students7

Vé@y\good 7 * ‘ L
Goad__0 ) PR ®
Fair 8. ‘@L . ' L '
Pocq

f S _ Vary poor 0

3 W »

To what extent did the chectlvas of the nghtshlp Fleld Tr;p fFit yguc '

" your curriculum? ] 3 : Jrﬁlj. R
) T .0 i ’ “ - ' ‘
’ Very much__T. : N
{ ) " . . N
o . =~ Some__ 0 - A -
‘ A little 0 - : .
Not at all GO : ' . '
. Yes_s o Nolo - )
;\ q ﬁ. - ‘ - ’
: | ’ ,
. -la-
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“Li éhtshrp Teacher Workshop Evaluation. Teachers who plan to bring their,

‘students to the Lightship for the field.trip experience are glven a one-day
workshop at the beginning of the sFmester in which the trip is planbed. In

many cases the Elementary Science Resource Teacher is respcnsrble for three

or fcur.clasges within a building. ThlS accounts for the small number of T
teachers| durlng the first semester. The elementary and secondary teachers
experienced the wcrkshcp\at different times. After the workshop had been
completeqd, the teachers were asked to complete an evaluation form. Eight
elementaﬁy teachers and a7 secondary teachers completed the farm in September.

The resu%ts are given in Tables XII and XIII. Seven-of the. elementary teachers

x c | |

‘ ’ TABLE-'XII o P
éLEMENTARY TEACHER EVALUATIUNS oF LIGHTSHIP WURKSHUP
§ . N = 8% T

-1, Were pur chectlves met7 . Yes 7 :\Nc'_i < S Al

b
o

2. Mark a? X to show how much of the learning materlal you already knew
befcre\dclng the actifity.

) new - ,' - I, knew some : I knew all %:
» 0_'nothing B of what it taught s 0 _ 0" that it taugh{

3. Mark an,X to show how you would rate 1ts drfflculty.

' Toe gasy to ':. . Quite Perfect balance y' ' Quitg%%- .
0 be.useful , 1l easy - . 4 %n difficulty : ~ 0 difficdlt,
Q. chidifficult to be useful L l. o~ . + @%%
. ’ ' . [ . M f (.'
>4, ‘Mark an X to show how clear the prccgdures were. T Lo
i could not * Directions
. aflgure out what  were hard . " . Y 1 had minor-
'l to dq at call o 0 to unde‘rstand‘ .2 difficulties ‘&g .
‘ -. . CONE
g ) . .
' Dxrectlcns‘were © 1 could follow : N
s 3 clear encugh __g__dlrectlnns very ea51ly R %@g. o
)

¥ ' . /N

5. Mark an X te shaow hcw cleax the wcrkshcp s purpcses were when you
flnlshed - //

& . L3 . O A
T P o ) Y, . . S
. , have . I was a . e e s

. no_ddea of -, ! Tlittle = ' Clear ~ o Perfectly e o

& -0 _i%ts purpose 0 uncertain ~ 8 enough--__2 clear. ; )
. : . . . ] ? . Fy | ——— »\\\‘. .'. ‘
6. Mark an X to shcw'hcw well you think the WOrkéhcp'achieved‘its purpose. \\\\,j
It dcesn't s ~ It achieves Well - - ER a L

} 0 even begin 0 a little! ‘7__enough 1 Perfectly  *
—_— —8 i —_— Ve | — _ -

o ¥ . N oW - Id R .
. . . 2" . - . ]
*Variance between N returning 4uestionnaire and .N per iter is due- to .
ncn-respcnse by some who returnedtﬂhe lnstrugent.

- .‘-lg“-A . \ . ->,_.' e ‘A ' . | ;:
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said their objectives in coming to the.wmrkshbp were met while one indicatdd -
that they were not Ecmpletalykmet;,i_All the secondary teachers ind#cated

their objectives had been met. All the‘Elamgntary and,all but one of the - .
secondary teathers indicated they knew some of the learnifg material before

the workshop. Four. of the elementary teac ars indicated perfect balance in
difficulty, one said it was quite easy and threg did not respond to the item

on difficulty. Six seCondary;teéchers indiqatad“' rfect Halance in difficulty, .
with one indicating it w#s quite easy. On clarity o rocedures two elementary
ahd one secondary tdacher indicated some minor difficultie encountered; . -
6-said it was cleap and 5 said it was very easy. They all inditeted the = °
purpose of .the workshop was clear and all indicated that those purpose

achieved. . ¢ ' o T

L]

[y
LS . ’ .

- By

. " “TABLE XITI.

$77 7 - SECONDARY TEACHER EVALUATIONS OF LIGHT WORKSHOP <
{ . l 3 ) . . . T \

: %j?“Tﬁare your objectives-me£2s7;. . o éé};T;"““/ No__ 0N ,;("

i

: P 2 ’ T ; . . ) - o - * . . : Lo
. 2. Mark-ap X to, show hcw‘mﬁEﬁ’E¥1;;;’iaarning material you already kfiew
: before doing the-activity. , = _ . o

' I knew all,

o ) » S R
. I knew, - ) ) I knew some , .
0 _nothing . ¢ _“of what it taught 1 that it taught |
“ LT : /- . L ) , :
Mark an X' to show how /you would rate its difficulty. C
, . B T . » /

N
a
£ o '

. . .Too easy to : o Quita;ij : _ Perfect balance Quite
0 be useful 1 easy. 6 _in difficulty 0 difficult

; . _ o~ . )
Marl—an~X to show how clear the\BEocqﬂures weres
\ o : “, o -
Directions

‘were hard -

Q__to understand . 1 _difficulties

Directions werg’ : “~.J could follow
3 clear enough - 3 i iogns very easily
Mark an X to show how clear the workshop's purposes were when you
finished. . [ Y _—

L still:haVe,' I was a ' .g, v ! | B o
no idea™jf = little . - Clear Perfectly
Q its purpose __ 0 uncertain 2 _enough 5. clsar;, / \ -

v

Mark an Xutc/ghbw how, well you think the workshop achieved its
- . a ‘ oL - : g .
, It\dcesn't It achieves v Well _'i A ‘ -
0 even begin 0 .a little 4 enough = - -3 Perfectly '




~Lp January, the wg;?shcp evaluation form was changed. The evaluation
form was given td the tlementary teachers and the results ‘are’ ba51c§&ly
the same. LEighteen of 23 teachers agreed strongly that the nghtshlp
Workshep was educational (see Table XIV). Twenty agreed that they would.
be able-t& prepare their students for the trip. - Sevefteen agreed that
the activities in the program were relevant to the students! experiences.

.

L3

o T

3 a s
C } TABLE XIV _
ELEMENTARY TEACHER EVALUATIUNS oF LIGHTSHIP WURKSHUP =
o Second Semester . ..
, N N = 23% o ) : . ' e
- v ‘ ‘/. ' . - v . . - . ) .,
’ E ' " Strongly L Strongly
_ - . Disagree - deelaed- Agree
™~ ’ ) » .‘ . 1. 2 ‘ 3 . a . B S
: . ’ . -‘\0 ' .q
1. The workshop was edueaticqel to me’. 1 0 1 3 15
: T o oo -,
2. I feel that I will be ab; S | a 2 10 210
, prepare my students for the ~ o S .t
\ visit. - s N _
S » o . | e AE‘\;J
3. The activities in the prdgT e 1 q 4 6 -1l .
'’ are relevant to the stuydepts'’ ' by I
1\ experiences. e e 2
_,\-\ P N ', . : . a o » 4
43 This type of program is a : o1 0 o . .3 19
. vaguable addition to the - - . . e ‘ !
J% students' education. - n : » e !
5. Theﬁacfi\gities relate to the e 0 8 6 [, 8
., axisting curricula..: : L : s ‘ l
- ’ e ' ’ : ) ,’ ]
6. ‘There is ample opportunity B 1 1 r 9 12
- for student involvement. - o .
* - . ' o ,L: ~ A L e N ) .
‘7. .1 will be able tg assist with o - 0 6 LT 10 °
the instruction of my students L 2 : R
when they visit. B
, - - s . ~
*Variance between N returnlng questlonnalre and N per item is due
: .to non-response by some "who returned the instrument. - .

»
-

All but one agreed that thls type* program 1sia valuable addition to the
s%udents' L£ducation. Fourteen agreed that the activities relate to the
existing curriculum. All but- 2 agreed that there is ample cppcrturlty for
student involvement. :Six were undecided and the rest agreed that the5
would be able’'to assist with the 1nstruct10n of their students when +hey
visit. ' - - '

e 25
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When teachers ware asked what part cf the wnrkshop was most hﬁlpfu}A s
to them, 7 said pilot house with charts and maps, 5'said the aqyarlum R
prasentatlcn and 4.said the lab work. These wera the«mcst representatlve Ot

rasponses. There was no partlcularly domlnant raspcnse to tbb quegtion .

‘MWhat ‘was least helpful?" Teachers suggested that the woz éhop should ,

be held on a schaol day (5). There was no-major suggestﬁpn “for 1mprOV1ng LT e

the Lightship Field Trip, but two. teachers did’ 1nd1catq/%hat student, f -
: "manuals, which age given out.at the orientation eess&ﬁn, shculd be glven tc

taachers at tha workshop.

-

Pliot Schocls , « 500 /

- . K

This part1cular/7cmpanant recelvad lxtfle or no a%tentlcn this year. due

. to-the demangs placed/ upon the staff fcrﬁnther ‘services and. for reparatlcn Sy
-for the visit by the validation team. 4Aéfa result the pilot. schgils ‘received
only a few extra fesources and,no exy‘g attentlon. * Again. the gvhluation e
cohtract 'was not awarded until May gfid no pre and pcsttesﬁlng was ~pqssitle.
It was decided, hﬁhevar, that an a mpt should be made td" ‘ascertain the '”. e
-impact of the Urban Env@ronment 1 Educatlcn Progect on. the. students who had © - ;"
bean béneflttlng from tnelr 88 1ces.
A o N AN :
The Evaluatlcn Team dﬂ@alcped ar/ instrument in cooperation: ith UEQP' fe ot
: staffu Thexlnstrument %éa’an Envifonmental Attitude and Awaren -Test. -
A Sectlou I waéﬁéﬂa attlﬁyﬂe section and consisted of 22 items to wh1 h
students wer ked tﬁ/respcnd "Disagree," "Dah't know" br "Agree.” Sectiof II~ -
ccntlsted of T true<false items and 12 multlpla ch01ca items and ccnst;tuted '

the” awaréness po tiﬂn”cf the 1nstrument. B . A T

.t'._;, :' to f f

[\
The 1nstrum§%t was to be adm;nlstarad to 5 1nvclved classes and'ﬁ

non-involved cLasses as, designated by the “teachers: themSelvEE‘iﬁ\ﬁheée S e
classes. JArrangemants were made by a UEEP staff. member for testing thB°”"' *

last week in May. The Evalgation Team had indicated that thay wished o
obderve at l?ast one of tqgﬂtastrﬁb situatidbns. " A mix-up then occurrad’. }\\__\AA
-when the staff member who had ccntacted the teachers went'on v caticn-and

ERANDA called to indicate tifat they cuuld not make it ¢n the date- which

they - haa originally scheduled for cbsarvatlcn { This day .there 'had been four
classis schaduledjfor tastlﬂg. The UEEP, staff hembar in charge, thinking that ;
ERANDA staff .had to be present, cancelled the testings Suﬁgequantlyﬂ‘teacbérs C e
whio had- indicated they pvould ccoparate ‘now, stated thay dld nct havadﬁame to Vi
reschgdule the test. R . : . o

: - 41 - o - ‘ A
. 7 ° ¢ A AT - . !
Una class, hewever, did go ahaag with the " testlng ‘This class was » N
an involved class and the responses of the students can, /give an 1nd1cat10n o '
‘of the attitude and awaréness of elemdhtary school students involved in'. oL
an env1rcnmental education program. -We cannct,°howave , conclude that R :
this was a ult cﬁ UEEP”activities since there is. baseline data. . = &k
Ve . . S ﬁ-.wﬁ’**
: p L
The attitude seection cf tha 1nstrument was. scored as a l Z2or 3 | /“,
~for the response to each of 22 statem&mts. ‘THe scores per 1tem were .. .
then summed over allw22 items” to. give a summary .score. ’)An extramely poor - 7 4
attitude jwould be/a summary score of '22 while an extremely ggod attitude e
would be 66. A"44 would 1nd1cate a neutral. attitude.: Table XV“ 1nd1ca¢es -"/// '
that the mean for the group®was 53 69 whlch ;ndlcataé a very




TABLE XV . o o,
MEAN AND STANDARD DEVIATION ON ATT;TUDE-TowAég v
. e T
ENVIRONMENT FOR ONE INVOLVED FIFTH GRADE CLASS

" Broup - N . thn' & Standard Deviation
Fifth-grade 26 | 53.69 - . 3.98

class ‘ . .

toward the env1ronment The standard dev1at10n indicates that the grdup was
fairly homcgenaous. A look at the scores themselves. also depicts this when
the range of scores was from 45 (just above nautral) to 61, whlch was the

hlghest. "

. The Awareness sactlcn of the 1na%f nt con91stad of 19 ltams These’
items were selected by UEEP staff becafse they reflected content areas in
which instructional or other educatlcnal materials had been glven to the

.. tesachers. Teachers, however, were under no obligation to use any of these
matérials, Therefcra ther may have been little .or no exposure in some :
of the content areas whlch reflected. In this section items were either
correct or incorrect. The maximum score was 19 ‘and the lowest was. zero.

The meaph for the group was 9.0 (see Table XVI), while the standard deviation '
was 1.6 he. group again was quite homogeneous. The range of scores was
from 5 to 12. The results of this portion were somewhat disappointing.

~ However, these items were more COgnlthBly oriented and if the child were not

axpcsad to the Pubgect matter area h1$ pprformanca would be somewhat depressed

L Ty , TABLE xv1 S ,// ' j
. * a '
}A MEAN AND .STANDARD DEVIATIGN ON AWARENESS.. /
‘ / , 7 ENVIRONMENT TEST FOR;ONE INVOLVED FIF H GRADE CLASb/ v
/ Y . /_ /
Graup / N L ' ¢ Mj?b _ 3tandazd Devfétlcn
Fiftb-gradj/ 27 . 9.0 ' ~i » l.66
class . \ o - S ’
. _ o R ;
: /
I 7 . A - .
R v . P .
i N . ‘ //;

T y “
/’\' I y : / 3

Conclusions //
T

.\\#aﬁvf"Ihe fcllUW1ng c/ﬁclu31gns may be drawn from the flndlng ' of this
aluation: _ ‘ \ ' . '

. o , - 4 ,
? P I Taaég;rs perceived “the services recalved frcmq%ﬁé UEEP .as ,Q'fA'

belﬂg good to very [good.




N
Teachers partzczpatzng in faculty workshops parc
students ds shcwzng ingraeased awareness of the'anVLronment,
more envzronmentar‘ccncern, increased enviro ental kncwledge

.and more acadam;c 1ntarest and/or’ achievefint. =, |,

8 .
1)

Taachars' valuatlonadof an Envzronmantal Educatzon Wcrahop :
wers all favorabla.y I ¥

Pre-Servzce Teachers evaluate favd ably an Envircnmgntal
Education Warkshop ccnductad ‘or them by UEEP: staff

Teachars evaluated aavmrcnmantal f;ald tr;ps very hzghly.

‘ » \ ‘ . $ -
“The "Envzrolzha" was rated_as gcod or exXcellent by Elamartary .
Science Teachers. . p

,A

Séudants who were able to attend the Darton Geow=Science Program.
on a somewhat regular basis cbmpleted program obgactzvas as_
attested by the cartzflcates awarded to tham. .

Mlnl—grant coordinataors parcelvad their students as bazng »
enthusiastic, gaining knowledge and 1ncreasing awareness, concern
and interest in the environment. They saw their program as

being good or very good. . o o R S

Students galnad kncwlaqga frcm tﬁalr nghtshlp Flald Trip axparzanca" _ff

'(\‘

Students enjoy tha\nghtsth Flald Trzp.

Sound techniques for field traps were followed by most taacha:s whcsa/ y
studants wage involved in the nghtshlp Field Trlp. : Aij

Tha nghtshlp WOrkshop fcr taachars is/effective in achzavzng \
1ts puypase. C : o - ,

17, fét cgﬁé;nants of tha progpct should be’ contznuad but the
pilot ools ghculd be dropped sifce staff wlll ba rad éad and
y nct e noug h tzma will be avazlabla¢ : .

. ‘e
’I

2., Ccncantratlon of affcrt should cdgur at thefalamantary gradas.
‘where rasponsa is better. o - o/ \
qurcva nghtsth Test and dats mine 1mpact on a small sample-

/fcf partzczpatlng students by p e and posttesting.

’

/ N
4, Ccnduct more workshcps fcr District cf Cclumbza taachars.\\\\ o
) RS ) I .

. "/’ ‘
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